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Appellants submit that absent a teaching from the cited references to combine 
(1) loteprednol (or loteprednol etabonate) and (2) p2 adrenoceptor, for the treatment 
of asthma bronchiale as recited in Claim 7, a prima facie case for obviousness has 
not been established. Thus, Appellants assert that the cited references do not 
suggest the method recited in Claim 7. and that the possibility of achieving success 
for this method of treatment is not reasonably expected based on the limited 
disclosure of the cited references. Because a prima facie case for obviousness has 
not been established, and in view of the unexpected results, Appellants respectfully 
request the withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a). 

VIII. Claims Appendix 

See attached Claims Appendix for a copy of the claims at issue. 

IX- Evidence Appendix 
None 



X. Related Proceedings Appendix 



None 



